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Abstract  
 Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) in projects management is an 
expensive but critical process that needs careful implementation because of 
its role in providing information necessary for decision making, planning, and 
policy formulation. This importance has occasioned the need to look into the 
quality of M&E process and a lot of effort has been put into building capacity 
of M&E stakeholders in projects and programs. The goal of this study was to 
establish evaluation capacity building (ECB) efforts and the influence of the 
same on general M&E practice among non-governmental organization in 
central eastern counties of Kenya. The study was guided by pragmatism 
paradigm to conduct a descriptive survey. Stratified random sampling was 
used to obtain the sample studied. A structured questionnaire with Likert-type 
questions, anchored on a five-point scale was used to collect primary data 
which was triangulated using data from interviews. The findings were that 
organisations in the region are doing a number of unstructured activities to 
build evaluation capacity which are done in varying degrees, these activities 
had influence on M&E practice. The study recommends organizations to 
invest in ECB activities especially those that build capacity in M&E 
professional development and building M&E support structures because 
these were perceived to contribute more to improved M&E practice. However 
they need to be systematized and balanced in addressing the M&E capacity 
need. Organizations needs to put more resources into. There is also a need to 
establish and test an ECB model that would be used in a simple in the region. 
 
Keywords: Professional-development, resource-allocation, M&E-support 
structure, evaluational-environment, M&E practice. 
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1. Introduction  
There are many reasons found in literature that show the importance 
of Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of project and programs implementation. 
Monitoring and evaluation provides evidence used in decision making during 
implementation of projects as necessitated by the various dynamics (Hanh, 
Hill, Kay, & Quy, 2009). Besides, project implementation teams always need 
general feedback on input status and utilization, how well activities are being 
accomplished and the resulting output. Thus information from M&E is used 
in reviewing an on-going project design and also essential in planning for any 
new related project (Mierlo, Arkesteijn, & Leeuwis, 2010).  
As accountability calls increases, meaningful transparency is now 
expected of the projects organizations, governments and agencies assisting 
them. Inclusive M&E is increasingly being appreciated as a tool to enhance 
this transparency and to strengthen partnership with various project 
stakeholders aimed at enhancing ownership (Seasons, 2003; Tilbury, 2007; 
Scheirer, 2012). M&E is thus seen as a means through which both internal and 
external stakeholders interact to get insights on a work well done or otherwise, 
resources well spent or otherwise and impactful benefits delivered or not.   
Monitoring and Evaluation as a system should be designed as tool to 
enhance learning from project implementation process. Koppel (1986) opined 
that the call for more efficiency in project activities with clear indicators of 
development impact and evidence of the same necessitate that project 
organizations have systems in place that support learning from experience. 
The views that M&E is also a learning tool beside its contribution to project 
decision-making and providing evidence of project status and progress has 
been supported by scholars such as, Tilbury, 2007; Suárez-Herrera, Springett, 
& Kagan, 2009; Scheirer, 2012.  Because of this, monitoring and evaluation 
is recognized as an indispensable tool of project management. 
In 1998 at a conference in Abidjan, senior officials from 12 African 
countries together with 21 international agencies for development assistance 
acknowledged that developing Africa’s capacity for M&E was essential for 
improving project implementation and general governance.  The participant in 
this conference saw the need for more training in evaluation design, 
methodology, and practice (OED & AfrDB, 1998).  In a buildup conference 
in Johannesburg in 2000, African Evaluation Association (AfrEA) 
acknowledged that developing capacity for M&E requires building both 
supply (the skills, tools, technologies, and project framework for evaluation) 
and demand (awareness of the need for M&E and understanding of its purpose 
and uses) for M&E.  
Nine years later in a paper presented by Operations Evaluation 
Department (OPEV) of African Development Bank (AfDB) in Casablanca 
Morocco, the same need was noted and a number of efforts aimed at bridging 
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the gap were pointed out. They agreed that there was increased effort in 
emphasizing project effectiveness and that building monitoring and evaluation 
capacity was necessary for improved measurement of Projects (AfDB, 2009). 
However, the necessary M&E capacity building efforts were noted to be 
relatively limited in these counties. Thus it was agreed that African institutions 
must do more to strengthen their capacity to monitor and evaluate.  
 
2.  The Concept of Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB) 
The term ‘capacity’ has been defined in varying dimensions but in this 
study, it is viewed as ‘the ability of people, organizations and society as a 
whole to manage their affairs successfully’ (OECD, 2006).  It is a collective 
term denoting empowerment and general potential to achieve effectively a 
desired purpose determined beforehand (Baser & Morgan, 2008; Brinkerhoff 
& Morgan, 2010).  Thus evaluation capacity can be said to be the ability of an 
M&E system to effectively achieve monitoring and evolutional objectives of 
an organization.  
The capacity of an individual, an organization or a society varies from 
time to time due to both internal and external influences; what is useful today 
may be out-dated tomorrow (Simister & Smith, 2010). This variation may 
bring about deficiencies in the ability in question. Therefore capacity building 
is seen as a more deliberate process in which people, organizations or society 
as a whole create, strengthen or maintain this ability over time. 
One of the earliest definition of Evaluation Capacity Building by 
Schaumburg‐Muller (1996) puts it as activities which provide support for 
systems of evaluation, audit, feedback, and learning from policies, programs, 
or projects performed at various levels. This definition is broadened by the use 
of the word “activities” since it doesn’t point out the specific activities of ECB. 
He viewed these activities as being separate from M&E system itself but 
having a supportive role to ensure sustainability of M&E system. Hueftle 
Stockdill, Baizerman and Compton (2002) says that ECB is the intentional 
work to continuously create and sustain overall organizational processes that 
lead to quality evaluation and its routine use.  
The intent of the organization to boost these M&E abilities is thus 
evident from these definitions. Preskill (2008) gave a detailed description of 
ECB as involving the design and implementation of teaching and learning 
strategies to help individuals, groups, and organizations, learn about what 
constitutes effective, useful, and professional evaluation practice. He points 
out that ECB aims at sustainable evaluation practice—where members 
continuously ask questions that matter, collect, analyze, and interpret data, and 
use evaluation findings for decision-making and action.  
Sustainable evaluation practice requires the development of systems, 
processes, policies, and plans that help embed evaluation work into the way 
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the organization accomplishes its mission and strategic goals. For evaluation 
practice to be sustained, participants must be provided with leadership support, 
incentives, resources, and opportunities to transfer their learning about 
evaluation to their everyday work (Patton, 2001). When all these are to be 
packaged well in the ECB concept, its implementation is assumed to improve 
M&E activities.  
The main goal of ECB was defined by King et al. (2005) as 
strengthening and sustaining an organization’s capacity to; design, implement, 
and manage effective evaluation projects; access, build, and use evaluative 
knowledge and skills; cultivate a spirit of continuous organizational learning, 
improvement and accountability; create awareness and support for program 
evaluation and self-evaluation as a performance improvement strategy. 
According to Boyle et al., (1999), capacity involves three 
interdependent levels: individual, organizational and the enabling 
environment that together defines demand, supply and use of evaluation. 
Therefore we may say that capacity to do evaluation may include the ability 
to set up evaluation agenda, determining what is to be evaluated and 
determining which methodology to use in evaluation.  Building capacity 
therefore means developing these abilities at an individual and group level, 
through inter-active and dialogue activities that are useful for creating 
knowledge and skills, thereby empowering people for active evaluation.  
Capacity to do evaluations covers the complete evaluation process, from the 
demand for evaluation, initiation and carrying out of evaluations, to learning 
from and disseminating the results (Boyle, 2005). Boyle farther suggests that, 
capacity includes the evaluation system (policy, legal and institutional 
arrangements) as well as the wider accountability environment.  
M&E professional development has been occasioned by an 
exponential demand for high quality evaluations which has brought about a 
need for professionalism in conducting evaluations as acknowledged by 
Quesnel and Québec  (2010). According to Taylor-Powell and Boyd (2008), 
this professionalization is seen in activities aimed at building knowledge, 
beliefs, and skills of individuals in evaluation.  This has been the motivation 
behind trainings at all levels in M&E cycle. Since evaluation competence 
could be determined by factors such as, skills, knowledge, and attitudes of 
individuals towards M&E, training of individuals in these factors is key. ECB 
offers skills and techniques that one must learn in order to conduct evaluation 
(Huffman, Thomas, & Lawrenz, 2008). Khan (1998) argued that M&E 
function should be looked upon as the collective responsibility in the 
organization. This means that every person in the organization should have the 
ability to carry out M&E. Douglah, Boyd, and Gundermann (2003) suggested 
a number of activities that are used by development organizations around the 
word to improve the performance of M&E. They include among others, team-
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building; coaching; mentoring; exchange visits; technical assistance; short and 
long-term training. The concern of this study is to determine if these activities 
results into skill acquisition and professionalism. 
Another aspect of ECB is building M&E support structure. This 
includes logistical support such as computers, software, networks and 
transportation which are necessary to enable M&E practitioners perform 
efficient M&E data-gathering, data-entry and analysis (Douglah et at. 2003; 
King & Volkov, 2005). When these and other support systems are missing, no 
amount of professional training and planning would make much difference in 
M&E performance. Khan (1998) also suggested that ECB expertise, 
technology and time are some important support systems within an 
organization that would influence M&E practice. Using an M&E catalyst (an 
individual in a leadership position who facilitates significant change in other 
staff members’ evaluation knowledge and skills) as an agent of change in 
M&E is a support mechanism that could be put in place as a support system 
(García-Iriarte, Suarez-Balcazar, Taylor-Ritzler, & Luna, 2011).  
Related to M&E support system is allocation of resources to M&E 
activities to facilitate human capital, computer hardware and software, 
vehicles and other needed assets in support of M&E activities. Based on 
experience and specifics of each M&E system, it is possible to determine 
necessary resources in regards to each M&E step. The most effective M&E 
systems are the ones that match the system’s purpose and design with the 
project’s ability to implement it in terms of its capacity (Kithinji, Gakuu, & 
Kidombo, 2017). These may be categorized into three; (a) financial capacity 
to do M&E; (b) Human capacity to do M&E (People, skills and knowledge) 
and (c) Physical capacity to do M&E (equipment, technology and machines) 
(UNAIDS, 2008). Taylor-Powell et al. (2008) argues that specific M&E 
resources necessary for M&E also include evaluation and ECB experts, 
evaluation materials and evaluation champions.  
Financial capacity to do M&E is critical for any work to be undertaken. 
As argued by  Kithinji et al. (2017) the credibility of information gathered 
from M&E system that is underfunded would be questionable more so on the 
quality of that information. A study by CLEAR (Centre for Learning on 
Evaluation and Results ) of African monitoring and evaluation systems in 
2012 revealed that the weight of resources allocated to monitoring systems in 
Ghana, Kenya and Benin is demonstrated by the extensive reporting 
mechanisms in place. They noted that lead  agencies  collate  information  from  
other departments  and  that this action is dependent  on  capacities  of these 
departments to collect  quality  information.  The study concluded that in all 
these cases, considerable human and financial resources are put into 
development of these departments (CLEAR, 2012). 
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Creation of an Evaluational environment in an organization is essential 
to quality M&E activities. Functioning of any M&E system depends on 
creating the right working environment and its acceptability depends on 
making it part of the organization’s culture where M&E functions are 
incorporated in the mandate of the organization at the planning stage (Preskill 
& Torres, 1999). This would be followed by a Leadership that actively support 
and convey their support for M&E process. Khan (1998) suggested some ways 
of creating this environment. He argued that leaders who understand and 
express the purpose and value of ECB to others, set evaluation expectations, 
encourage, nudge, allocate resources, ask critical questions and request 
studies, encourage inquiry and critique, verbalize their support for evaluation 
informally and formally, and reward and applaud M&E efforts helps entrench 
evaluation in an organization. 
Policies, procedures and guidelines that guide evaluation decisions and 
actions in an organization form an important aspect of Evaluational 
environment. There should be guidelines on finance allocation, staffing, 
planning, training and other aspects that would aid the organization in having 
a direction in M&E. Carrying out evaluation with no written policy guidelines 
may results to evaluation becoming equated with end-of-session 
questionnaires, whose use can limit learning about evaluation options and 
approaches (Woodhill, 2005) 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation practice 
Combining two definitions from Tilbury (2007) and TACHE (2011), 
this paper will adopt a working definition of a project M&E system as a set of 
plans in a project put in place for the purpose of gathering and analyzing data, 
reporting processes, necessary supporting conditions and capacities required 
for M&E process in order to make a valuable contribution to project decision-
making and learning. The aspect of supporting conditions and required 
capacities account for the need of Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB) to 
enable M&E to strengthen project design and implementation. 
M&E activities have diverse dimensions in terms of what should be 
included in it. The practice has so many elements that are technical and 
complex. In 2009 for example, MERG (Monitoring and Evaluation Reference 
Group) working with members of the M&E Capacity-building Technical 
Working Group (TWG) developed a 12 Components Monitoring & 
Evaluation System Assessment tool for UNAIDS and was tested with great 
success in Guatemala, Moldova, and Zanzibar (UNAIDS, 2009).  
The 12 components were not intended to be implemented sequentially; 
however, they all should be present and working to an acceptable standard in 
order for M&E systems to function effectively. It was acknowledged that 
resource availability may constrain this holistic implementation and suggest 
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that organizations should focus on a few fundamental components at the onset 
and bring in others as funds are available. There are what is considered 
acceptable standards in M&E and the complexity of its functions of which 
project staff are required to understand. This provides the rationale for 
evaluation capacity building in M&E. The most fundamental M&E variables 
considered essential in M&E practice include but not limited to; setting the 
purpose of M&E plan, M&E plan development, indicator system 
development, methodologies, data collection and analysis and M&E plan 
review.  
The Purpose of M&E plan is tied to its contribution to organizational 
learning, improving planning, implementation and effectiveness of 
projects/programs. According to Molas-Gallart (2012) there are three main 
categories of M&E purposes; Distributive – using results to inform or 
determine the distribution of resources across the potential actors and 
beneficiaries of a specific project, policy or program, Improvement - focusing 
on deriving lessons from the past experience and adapting activities that 
evaluation studies concludes as better practice and Controlling - scrutinizing 
how organizations and individuals use resources to carry out activities to 
achieve project objectives. All three categories of purposes are critical to 
project success. As acknowledged by Simister and Smith (2010), achievement 
of these would require elaborate planning by well skilled personnel. These 
skills are not natural, thus the need for Evaluation Capacity Building to be able 
to define objectives that make an M&E system relevant to the project.  
A M&E plan as a document describes a system which links strategic 
information obtained from various data collection systems to decisions that 
improves project/programs (Tilbury, 2007). It is a fundamental document that 
ensures accountability and measure of success of a project. Its primary goal is 
to act as a guide to M&E implementation. An M&E plan is a living document 
and thus adjustable to the needs of a program/project.  A survey done by 
Holvoet and Renard (2007) revealed that there is a very fragmented approach 
towards M&E planning, and that the focus is overwhelmingly on technical and 
methodological issues, to the detriment of the overall policy and 
institutional/organizational set-up. This approach misses a number of vital 
elements such as, what information is needed and by whom, how often should 
the information be collected, how to collect it, who to collect it and the 
implications on the project budget. This makes M&E technical and may not 
be effectively done if the stakeholders do not have the right skills to link all 
these elements.  
Indicator system development involves defining all the critical 
quantitative metric that provides information to monitor performance, 
measure achievement and determine accountability (UNAIDS, 2010). An 
indicator is thus a unit of information that document change measured over 
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time. It provides evidence of how much has been or has not been achieved. 
These can be both quantitative measures and qualitative observations that 
enable a large amount of data to be reduced down to its simplest form (Tilbury, 
2009). A good indicator should be clear and concise focusing on a single issue 
that provides relevant information on a situation - particularly information that 
provides the strategic insight required for effective planning and sound 
decision-making.  
An indicator is largely influenced by a number of factors but there are 
three most important among them because of their impact on the credibility of 
the data; validity- the extent to which a measurement or test accurately 
measures what is intended to be measured; reliability- the consistency of the 
data when collected repeatedly using the same procedures and under the same 
conditions; and bias- any effect during the collection or interpretation of 
information that may leads to a systematic error in one direction (UNAIDS, 
2010). As pointed out by Izurieta et al., (2011), participatory approach in 
indicator development in which partners agree equally on the identification of 
criteria and indicators to measure agreed outcomes has the potential of 
improving on the three conditions above besides bringing equitable 
participation, decision making and working relationships, which in turn will 
lead to improved management effectiveness and community outcomes. 
Having a wide range of stakeholders equipped for this technical exercise is 
seen as the work of ECB.  
Monitoring and evaluation methodologies include both qualitative and 
quantitative research methods used in Monitoring and Evaluation studies. 
Because of this, any effort to classify M&E methodologies has its 
shortcomings (Mertens, 1999; Weiss, 1998). In practice the logical approach 
would be negotiating what needs to be assessed and measured, and then 
finding appropriate methods from the large pool of both qualitative and 
quantitative methods.  
Selection of any one method depends largely on the type of 
information needed and the skills of those involved. In selecting which 
methods are relevant for stakeholders in M&E activities Guijt (1999) 
suggested use of questions such as; “which task does the method need to 
accomplish; what unit of analysis does the method have to cope with and what 
context and medium would be most appropriate?” Having a wrong method 
makes the whole M&E process irrelevant since the information gathered may 
not be useful. All the stakeholders in M&E thus need to have capacity to 
determine the appropriate method to use when, how and where. An effective 
evaluation is not measured by its complexity but by appropriate and correct 
use of data collection methods, accurate analysis of the data, a solid design 
based on well-developed evaluation questions and available resources, and the 
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use of data to guide decisions (CDC, 2010). The underlying influence of 
methodologies on the data collection and treatment cannot be over stated.  
Linked directly to the methods is development of a system to collect 
data; the how of a chosen method. How one prepares for data collection 
influences the quality of the data collected. The following need to be 
addressed; ethical concerns, preparation of written guidelines for how data 
collection is to be done, pre-test data collection indicators, instruments and 
procedures, and training all staff that would collect the data (The Urban 
Institute, 2004).  
In order to meet the needs of M&E at each level (inputs, outputs, 
outcomes and impact), the M&E system needs to draw on information coming 
from a variety of sources (Keitan , Okidegbe & Marchant, 2009). A good 
M&E system includes a number of design features that ensure the smooth 
functioning of the system and the validity of M&E information gathered for 
utilization. This point to the fact that overall, data collection system is 
technical in process and the use of information technology and building 
capacity for those involved is necessary to equip them for the task of 
evaluation (OECD, 2006).  
As an M&E practice, adjustments to M&E plan is done after reviews 
of the plans are done. It is designed to help the project team to quickly review 
the realism of the M&E plan and make adjustments if/where necessary as the 
process continues. This is important in that it checks any unrealistic elements 
in reference to resources available, the capacity (both skills and time) of staff 
to effectively collect, analyze and use the data suggested and so on (Díaz-
Puente, Yagüe, & Afonso, 2008). The aim is to correct the system and keeping 
it realistic. This is another area of capacity building that is targeted by ECB 
activities.  
 
Statement of the problem 
 Quality of developmental and social projects dependents largely on the 
ability of the project implementer to demonstrate the achievement of the stated 
goals of the project. The aspect of monitoring and evaluating implementation 
provide evidence necessary for this demonstration thus, the importance of 
doing it right. In this regard organizations have been carrying out capacity 
building activities aimed at enhancing M&E practices. This study seeks to 
explore the demonstrated influence of evaluational capacity building activities 
on M&E practice in the organizations under study.  
 
Objective of the study  
The study had two objectives; to establish the manner in which Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs) in eastern central region of Kenya carry 
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out evaluation capacity building activities and the demostrated influence of 
these activities on monitoring and evaluation practice.   
 
2.1.Methodology  
This study assumed a mixed mode approach to conduct a descriptive 
survey of the phenomena based on pragmatism philosophical framework 
(Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). This approach was adopted for its ability to 
consider multiple viewpoints, perspectives, positions, and standpoints of a 
phenomenon to enable confirmation or corroboration of the findings of each 
one of them through triangulation and to provide richer data (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2006; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie & 
Turner, 2007).  
The study sought to describe and understand ECB experience, ideas, 
beliefs, practices and the values of the practice in monitoring and evaluation. 
In this respect, it generated qualitative data to have an in-depth understanding 
of the ECB activities as practiced by individual projects and the stakeholder’s 
perspective of the practice in order to draw important lessons for ECB practice 
(Cooper, Schindler & Sun, 2006). The data was collected over a short span of 
time with an aim of making inferences on the influence of ECB activities on 
M&E practice thus making the study a cross-sectional survey (Imai &  
Nakachi, 1995; Levin, 2006). In making inferences, the study used 
quantitative data generated from the questionnaire.    
 
2.2.Target Population 
 This study randomly sampled organizations operating in different 
counties in the central eastern region of Kenya. These counties included Meru, 
Tharaka-Nithi and Embu counties. The actual Number of registered non-profit 
organizations in the counties was had to establish because of multiples 
agencies that register them. However, there exist organizations that have 
operated within these counties for a number of years. These have operated 
under government ministries; others are international NGOs, national NGOs 
and CBOs. The study targeted organizations that had a life span of three or 
more years and have significant presence in the region. Among these were 21 
project organizations working under government ministries and 102 project 
organizations both international NGOs and national NGOs. The target 
respondents were 417 personnel working in these organizations consisting of 
project managers, M&E managers/officers, project officers, data officers and 
Project implementing staff.  
 
2.3.Sample size 
 Respondents were drawn from the 102 organizations which have been 
in operation for more than three years. The overall sample size for this study 
European Scientific Journal March 2019 edition Vol.15, No.8 ISSN: 1857 – 7881 (Print) e - ISSN 1857- 7431 
187 
was determined using a formula by Krejcie and Morgan (1970).  𝑠 =
𝑥2𝑁𝑃(1−𝑃)
𝑑2(𝑁−1)+𝑋2𝑃(1−𝑃)
. The total number of the targeted employees was 417, thus 






 ;  n =
200.16~200.  
With the sample size determined, proportional allocations was adopted 
to distribute the respondents among employee categories aiming to have a 
percentage of between 47 and 48 as shown in Table 1 below.  Thus    
200
417
× 100 = 47.962 = 48%  
Table 1; sample size 
2.4.Sampling Technique 
To sample the respondents, stratified random sampling was used to 
ensures that all parts of the population are represented in the sample in order 
to increase the efficiency of the study (Kothari, 2009; Kotrlik & Higgins, 
2001). The study used job positions (Project managers, M&E 
managers/officers, Project officers, M&E staff and Project staff) held by the 
respondents in these organizations as strata. To have proportional 
representation from each stratum, a sample was drawn independently using 
the same ratio so as to have similar percentage of each total. Random sampling 
was used to ensure that each element in each stratum had equal probability to 
be selected for the study.  
 
2.5.Research instruments 
This study used two instruments to collect data. The questionnaire was 
used as the main tool for collecting data because it’s an objective means of 
collecting information about people's knowledge, beliefs, attitudes and 
behavior concerns (Boynton & Greenhalgh, 2004). In addition to 
questionnaire, semi structured interviews were used to collect in-depth 
information. This allowed flexibility since it presented an opportunity to 
restructure questions as needed (Kothari, 2009). The interview targeted ten 
key informants (5 project managers and 5 M&E managers) with an aim of 
getting data that was used to verify and add meaning to the data collected using 
questionnaires.  
Category  Total Number  Sample size Percentage  
Project managers  78 37 47.4 
M&E managers/officers 80 38 47.5 
Project officers 101 49 48.5 
Data officers  27 13 48.1 
Project implementing staff    131 63 48.1 
Totals  417 200 47.92 
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2.6.Data analysis techniques 
Descriptive analysis was done to study distributions of variables as they 
presented themselves. Correlations coefficient was used to measure 
relationships. Decision rule followed Cohen (1988) suggested guidelines as 
used by Shirley, Stanley and Daniel (2005). A R-value of between .10 to .29 
means small or weak correlation; R-value of between .30 to .4.9 means 
medium or moderate correlation and R-value of between .50 to 1.0 means 
large or strong correlation. These guidelines applied whether or not there was 
a negative sign out in front of the r value. The negative sign refers only to the 
direction of the relationship, not its strength.  
 
3. The findings  
3.1.Descriptive analysis of M&E practice  
Evaluation capacity building activities are designed to generally 
improve M&E practice in organizations. The assumption made in this study 
was that as organizations undertake more ECB activities, M&E practice also 
improves. M&E practices include a number of M&E actions carried out in 
project organizations. The practices explored in this study and their rates of 










The fact that all the respondents responded to this is an indicator that 
all the organization sampled carried out monitoring and evaluation. However, 
the varying degree to which respondents viewed these activities as being 
practiced among the organizations was not as high as it was expected. This 
could be explained by the fact that most of these practices are done 
periodically.   
The M&E practice that was perceived to have been taken more was the 
development of indicator systems with a mean of 2.8398 and SD of 0.7614, 
followed by development of data collection tools with a mean of 2.6484 and 
SD of 0.63722. This is significant because these activities are core in any 
evaluation. The quality of data collected depends on having the right indicator 
and the tool to measure them. The formulation of M&E purpose had a low 
mean of 2.5824 and SD of 0.75897. Being the basis on which evaluations are 
directed, it indicates a possibility of M&E processes that may be too general 
Table 2; Descriptive statistics of M&E Practice 
Description  n Mean SD 
Indicator system development 172 2.8398 .76141 
Development of data collection tools 172 2.6484 .63722 
M&E plan development 172 2.6264 .60656 
M&E data dissemination 172 2.6044 .74149 
Formulation of M&E Purpose 172 2.5824 .75897 
Adjustment of M&E plans 172 2.5220 .65398 
Composite mean  172 2.6571 .42182 
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thus may not be able to generate data that meets specific purposes. The M&E 
activities that was least performed was adjustment of M&E plan with a mean 
of 2.522 and SD of 0.65398. This could be explained by the fact that not all 
evaluations would lead to adjustments of M&E plans if the said plans are 
consistent with what is happening on the ground.  
The composite mean of M&E practices was 2.6571 with a SD of 
0.42182. This is also seen in the concentration of the respondent scores around 
the scale of ‘to a little extent’ and that one of ‘to a moderate extent.’  
 The respondents interviewed revealed that M&E practices involve all 
the managers since these activities are done at planning level. However they 
indicated that capacities need to build in these areas more because as one 
manager pointed out;  
“M&E activities have become a key element in management. The 
tools and general methodology is dynamic and the circumstance 
under which the activities are taken also change”  
 
3.2.Descriptive analysis of ECB activities 
M&E professional development (as a variable of ECB) was measured 
using training and/or workshop on M&E, technical assistance in M&E, 
collaborative evaluation, M&E mentoring and coaching programs and seeking 
membership or belonging to M&E communities of practice as its indicators. 
The results showed that in the organizations studied, activities that promoted 
professional development were practiced as presented in Table 3 below.  
Table 3; Descriptive statistics professional development activities in M&E 
Description n Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Receives technical assistance  in M&E 172 3.1207 .92638 
Training and/or workshop on M&E 172 2.8678 .81871 
M&E mentoring and coaching programs 172 2.5838 1.25762 
Collaborative M&E with other people or 
organizations 
172 2.3276 1.16878 
Memberships to M&E community of Practice 172 2.1445 1.23747 
Composite mean  2.6088 .65322 
 
Receiving M&E technical assistance was the most popular activity in 
M&E professional development among organizations in the counties with a 
mean of 3.121 and SD of 0.92638. Training and/or attending workshop on 
M&E was done to a moderate extent with a mean of 2.8678 and SD of 0.8187. 
M&E mentoring and coaching programs had a Mean of 2.5838 while the least 
among these activities was seeking memberships to M&E community of 
Practice with a mean of 2.144 and a SD of 1.237.  
The composite mean for the ECB activities of professional 
development was 2.6088 and SD of 0.65322. This means that when measured 
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to a five point Likert scale, the activity was performed to a moderate extent.  
The opinion of the respondents was that these activities had not been given 
much attention as a means of improving M&E processes. These results are 
consistent with another study done earlier whose focus was Professional 
development in M&E and its influence on M&E result utilization (Cavens, 
Kidombo & Gukuu et al. 2016).  
Allocating resources to M&E activities as a means build capacity for 
an evaluation is key to the success of M&E practice. In this respect, the study 
measured indicators such as, budgetary allocation for M&E activities, hiring 
qualified M&E personnel and contracting M&E experts by organizations, 
buying and use of M&E reference materials in organization, allocation for 
training in M&E and Use of organizations assets in M&E activities. The result 
of these are shown in Table 4 below.  
Table 4; Descriptive Statistics of Resource Allocation activities 
Description n Mean Std. Deviation 
Yearly budgetary allocation for M&E activities 172 3.0460 .81755 
Use of organizations assets in M&E activities 172 2.8960 .85633 
Hired qualified M&E personnel in organizations 172 2.6954 .85631 
Buy M&E reference materials in our organization 172 2.6724 1.06529 
Allocations for trainings  172 2.6687 .85246 
Contracting M&E experts  172 2.6231 .75862 
Composite mean  2.7669 .56747 
 
Organizations studied allocated resources in varying degrees in the 
region. Respondents felt that overall budget was just sufficient to carry M&E 
activities at a mean of 3.046 and allowing use of organizations assets almost 
at the same level with a mean of 2.896. There seems to be little allocation 
being done for M&E training at a mean of 2.669 and less in availing funds to 
contract M&E experts at a mean of 2.6231.  
The composite mean was 2.7669 and a SD of 0.56747 meaning that 
organizations are allocating resources for M&E processes to a moderate 
extent. These results also pointed out to the need for organizations to invest 
more in M&E especially training, contracting experts and buying M&E 
reference materials because they form the basis on which evaluators draw their 
arguments and confidence in what they do since they are backed up by other 
evaluators’ works. These results are consistent with another study done earlier 
whose focus was M&E resource allocation and its influence on M&E result 
utilization (Kithinji, et al. 2017). 
The respondents were asked to make responses on the activities that 
were taken to build M&E support structure. The activities considered are 
presented in Table 5 below.  
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The mean scores of these activities indicate that the most common 
activity taken in these organizations was sharing M&E experience between 
departments and projects with a mean of 3.0278, while technical support to 
improve M&E activities had a mean of 2.934. Developing standards for 
internal monitoring and evaluation of M&E work had a mean of 2.8412 and 
establishing M&E feedback system was said to help in passing M&E 
information forward and backward within an organization with a mean score 
of 2.850.  
Management of organizations in the counties delegated authority to 
M&E personnel to enable them carryout M&E activities and make decision in 
M&E without restrictions. The mean for this activity was 2.8242 while 
establishing linkages with evaluation experts as an activity to build M&E 
support structure, scored a mean of 2.4365.  From this, it was established that 
organizations did not have continuous linkage with evaluation experts with a 
view of assisting M&E personnel to keep in touch with what is considered 
appropriate practice in M&E and solve any problem that arises from M&E 
processes.  
The least activity in this category was seeking affiliation to M&E 
professional bodies and/or attending M&E forums with a mean of 1.2778 
meaning that this activity was done by a small number of organizations.   
Overall the composite mean for these activities was 2.543 and a SD of 
0.56809. This means that M&E support structures were built in the counties 
to a little extent. This is moderately significant thus there is need to improve 
these activities in the counties more so on, establishing linkages with 
evaluation experts and affiliation to professional bodies and/or attending M&E 
forums.   
Another ECB variables studied was establishing an evaluational 
environment.  The study considered this as the attitude and conditions in the 
Table 5; Descriptive statistics of building M&E Support structures   
Description   n Mean SD 
M&E experience sharing between departments and projects. 170 3.0278 1.06457 
Technical support to improve M&E practice 172 2.9341 .83172 
Establish M&E feedback system 170 2.8500 .87469 
Development of internal M&E standards 171 2.8412 .84523 
Delegating necessary authority to M&E personnel 172 2.8242 .86162 
Establish linkages with evaluation experts 171 2.4365 .89604 
Affiliation to M&E professional bodies and attended any 
M&E forums 
170 1.2778 .69359 
Composite mean  172 2.598 .56809 
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organization that help to facilitate M&E activities where M&E becomes part 
of the organization culture and M&E functions are incorporated in the mandate 
of the organization at the planning stage. The presence of M&E policies and 
procedures, M&E guiding values, leadership support for M&E, demand for 
and supply of M&E information were considered as indicators of this and were 
investigated in this study. Table 6 shows these statistics.  
Table 6; Descriptive statistics of activities that create evaluational environment 
Descriptions  n Mean SD 
leadership support for M&E 172 4.2692 .74998 
Constant demand for M&E data  171 4.1602 .79005 
Supply of M&E information. 172 3.8572 .88652 
Established M&E guiding values 172 3.1923 .98685 
Established M&E policies and procedures 122 2.3077 .63407 
Composite mean  3.5573 .43704 
  
The respondents viewed leadership support for M&E as occurring 
most often with a mean of 4.269 and a SD of 0.74998. Here leaders of the 
organizations were seen as champions in M&E processes and that they used 
M&E results in day to day running of the organizations. It is important to note 
that no respondent who rated leadership support as absent at all nor to a little 
extent.  
Constant demand for M&E information had a mean of 4.160 and a SD 
of 0.79005. The high mean could be explained by the fact that all organizations 
sampled dealt with projects and in project management, M&E is part of the 
common practice. However, it was established that supply of M&E 
information was lower than its demand with a mean of 3.8572 and a SD of 
0.88562. This means that there were fewer evaluations done yet the demand 
was higher and that organizations were in need of more M&E information than 
what was available.   
Establishment of M&E guiding values had a mean of 3.1923 with a SD 
of 0.98685. This indicates that this was done to a moderate extent. 
Establishment of M&E policies and procedure was the least done with a mean 
of 2.3077 meaning that these were present ‘to a little extent’. This scenario 
may mean that policies and procedures are documented in organizations 
strategic plans and project plans but not advocated for as much in practice.    
The composite mean for all the activities that help create evaluational 
environment in organizations was 3.5573 and a SD of 0.43704. This means 
that overall, these activities were done ‘to a great extent’ when measured in a 
5 point likert scale. This was a significant attempt by these organizations to 
build capacity for their employees in this area. This was explained by the 
concentration of the respondents score between the high score of ‘to a 
moderate extent’ and ‘to a very great extent.’ 
European Scientific Journal March 2019 edition Vol.15, No.8 ISSN: 1857 – 7881 (Print) e - ISSN 1857- 7431 
193 
3.3.Manner of implementing ECB activites 
In general, the study sought to find out if the ECB activities were 
implemented using any order or model. Table 7 below shows the results of 
this.  
Table 7; Descriptive statistics of order or model of ECB implementation.  
Descriptions  n Mean SD 
ECB activities implemented on need bases 172 4.4652 .72754 
ECB activities were designed and inbuilt in the M&E 
system  
168 1.2645 .83457 
ECB activities implemented following a thought out model.  172 1.1061 .64234 
Composite mean  2.2786 .43704 
 
In general, the data above shows that evaluation capacity building was 
not being conducted following any model or specific order. Most ECB 
activities were done on a need basis with a mean of 4.4652 and stadard 
deviation of .72754. However, it was clear that they were done to build M&E 
capacity. As one of the M&E managers said of his institution;  
“Most ECB activities are done when funders want to introduce 
a new dimesion in the way M&E is done or when explaining 
new tools and templates.”   
The understanding of evaluation capacity building activities as seen in 
improving M&E processes was viewed as important as one M&E manager 
said,  
“Every time we have a new project, we endeavor to prepare 
our employees in not only the implementation of the project but 
on M&E aspects that need to be checked so as to have 
information on implementation flowing back to the managers 
and donors. This helps as it answers a lot of questions on the 
outcome and ownership of the project.”    
From this analysis, it is clear that organizations would benefit more if 
evaluation capacity building is done from a structured approach designed to 
address each organization’s need as may be determined through a detailed 
need analysis.   
 
3.4.Correlation analysis of the variables      
Having measured these variables on a likert scale, Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation was used to determine the direction and strengths of these 
relationships at 95% level of confidence. To establish if there was any 
correlation between ECB activities and M&E activities, the composite means 
of the two variables were used in a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation.  
Based on the responses, the relationships between ECB activities and 
the selected M&E practices were investigated.  From the results, coefficient 
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of determination and the resulting percentage of variances were calculated to 
determine the level of influence on M&E practices explained by ECB 
activities.  Table 8 Show the results of this analysis. 
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From the above, we could conclude that ECB activities explains in varying 
percentanges the variance in respondents’ scores on improved M&E practice 
scale.  
There was an averange positive correlation between professional 
developement activities and M&E practice with [r=.534, n=172, 
p=.0005˂.05]. The value of r2 = 0.285 meaning that professional 
developement activities explains 28.5 percent of the variance in the 
respondents score on M&E practice scale. This is significant when considered 
that this is just one variable in ECB frame work.  
The relationship between resource allocation for M&E and M&E practice 
was moderate with [r =.434, n=172, p<.0005]. The coefficient of 
determination 𝑟2= 0.1884 meaning that allocating resources for M&E helps to 
explain 18.8% of the variance in respondents’ scores on improved M&E 
Practice scale, meaning that there is a significant overlap between the two 
variables.  
There is a an averange positive correlation between M&E support 
structures and M&E practice with [r =.512, n=171, p<.0005]. The coefficient 
of determination 𝑟2= 0. 26214 meaning that resource allocation help to explain 
26.2% of the variance in respondents’ scores on improved M&E Practice 
scale. This shows if allocation of resources is done suffeciently, there would 
be an improvement in M&E practice. 
There was a moderate positive correlation between activities that help 
create an evaluational environment within organizations and M&E practice 
with [r =.446, n=172, p<.0005]. The coefficient of determination r2 = 0.1989 
which shows that creation of conducive evaluational environment help explain 
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19.9% of the variance in respondents’ scores on improved M&E Practice scale 
meaning that there is little overlap between the two variables. Notice that this 
score is higher than that of allocating resources meaning that among these 
organization, having M&E conducted in the right environment has more 
meaning.  
The relationship between overall ECB activities and M&E practice was 
also investigated using Pearson Product Moment Correlation. There was a 
strong positive correlation were [r = .895, n = 182, p = 0.0005˂.05] as seen in 
Table 9. The coefficient of determination r2 = 0.8010 meaning the ECB 
activities help explain 80.1% of the respondent score on improved M&E 
practice. This means that ECB activities are perceived to contribute to better 
M&E practice to great extent.  
Table 9; Correlations Joint ECB activities and M&E activities 
 Joint ECB activities    M&E Practice 
Joint ECB activities   Pearson Correlation 1 .315** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 172 171 
M&E activities Pearson Correlation .895** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 171 172 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
3.5.  Discussions  
The importance of M&E as expressed by a number of scholars 
(Tilbury, 2007; Suárez-Herrera, Springett, & Kagan, 2009; Hanh, Hill, Kay, 
& Quy, 2009 Mierlo, Arkesteijn, & Leeuwis, 2010 Scheirer, 2012) have been 
validated in this study. All the organizations under study carried out M&E in 
all their project.  
As an evaluation capacity building strategy, indicators of professional 
development were present in all the organizations understudy with a mean of 
2.61 and variance of 28.5% thus underscoring its importance. These finding 
agrees with Preskill (2008) who saw  ECB as involving designing and 
implementation of teaching and learning strategies to help individuals, groups, 
and organizations, learn about what constitutes effective, useful, and 
professional evaluation practice. From the student demand for M&E data was 
rated at about 4.2 out of a possible 5. This agrees with Quesnel and Québec 
(2010) who attributed the call for M&E professional development to an 
exponential demand for high quality evaluations.  According to Taylor-Powell 
and Boyd (2008), this professionalization is seen in activities aimed at building 
knowledge, beliefs, and skills of individuals in evaluation which could be said 
to be the result of indicators scored in this study. 
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The findings of the study established that allocating resources to 
facilitate M&E practice was important and was done at an average mean of 
2.77, with all 172 organizations represented in the study indicating this 
importance. The finding established that all ECB strategies in this variable 
accounted for 18.8% of the respondents score on improved M&E practice. 
This validate the findings of Kithinji, Gakuu, and Kidombo (2017) who argued 
that, the most effective M&E systems are the ones that match the system’s 
purpose and design with the project’s ability to implement it in terms of its 
capacity. In this regard, they maintained that the credibility of information 
gathered from M&E system that is underfunded would be questionable more 
so on the quality.  
Building M&E Support Structures as an ECB activity was practiced in 
almost all the organizations under study. Only two indicators were not present 
in all 172 organizations sampled. Patton (2001) argued that for evaluation 
practice to be sustained, participants must be provided with leadership support, 
incentives, resources, and opportunities to transfer their learning about 
evaluation to their everyday work. This was supported by this study with 
respondents feeling that this action accounted for at least 26.2% of their score 
on improved M&E practice. Khan (1998) had also suggested that ECB 
expertise, technology and time are some important support systems within an 
organization that would positively influence M&E practice. 
The argument that providing a conducive environment in which M&E 
is conducted would improve M&E practice was tested in this study. With a 
mean score of 3.56, it was established that all organizations sampled for this 
study took this to be very important. This agrees with the opinion of Preskill 
and Torres, (1999) who argued that the functioning of any M&E system 
depends on creating the right working environment and its acceptability 
depends on making it part of the organization’s culture.  
M&E policies and procedures as a guiding concept in designing M&E 
system was seen in 122 organizations yet they were carrying out M&E 
activities. This may result to a negative opinion of M&E practice as argued by 
Woodhill (2005) who said that carrying out evaluation with no written policy 
guidelines may results to evaluation becoming equated with end-of-session 
questionnaires, whose use can limit learning about evaluation options and 
approaches.  
Overall, it was established in the study that ECB activities accounted 
for 80.1% of the respondents score on improved M&E practice. The results 
correspond with King et al. (2005) arguments in which they saw the main 
goals of ECB as efforts designed to strengthen and sustain organization’s 
capacity to; design, implement, and manage effective evaluation projects; 
access, build, and use evaluative knowledge and skills; cultivate a spirit of 
continuous organizational learning, improvement and accountability; create 
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awareness and support for program evaluation and self-evaluation as a 
performance improvement strategy. These argument were farther strengthened 
by Huffman, Thomas and Lawrenz (2008) who saw ECB as a model that 
would offers skills and techniques that one must learn in order to conduct 
efficient evaluation. 
 
4. Conclusion  
It has been proved that Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB) activities 
in Non-governmental Organization in the area under study contribute to 
improved M&E practice. Professional development activities were seen to 
have higher influence at a variance of 28.5% on M&E improved practices 
followed by activities were designed to build M&E support structures with a 
variance of 26.2%.   
Activities designed to create a conducive evaluational environment 
within organizations was seen to contribute about 19.9% improved M&E 
Practice while allocating resources for M&E as a ECB strategy had a variance 
of 18.8%.   
For all ECB variables, 23 indicators were measured on 5 point Likert 
scale. Of these 10 had a score of between 2.8 and 3.2 meaning that these were 
present ‘to a moderate extent’. Only 3 indicators measured scored between 3.8 
and 4.2 meaning that they were done ‘to a great extent’.     
This show that there was a need to scale up ECB activities among these 
organizations to get the better benefits especially when it was established that 
these activities in the manner that they were carried out could have been 
responsible for about 80.1% of the respondent score on improved M&E 
practice. 
 
5. Recommendations  
A comparison of the degree of occurrence of ECB activities in the 
region and their contribution to improved M&E practice gives insight on the 
recommendations from this study. From the findings of this study, the need 
and the importance of building capacity for M&E has been established. This 
means that there is need for organizations to put more resources into building 
capacity in M&E professional development and building M&E support 
structures as they were perceived to have more contribution to improved M&E 
practice.  
Although organizations appeared to have put more resources in 
activities that created a better evaluational environment, the perceived 
contribution of this to M&E practice was not much though significant. This 
implies that there is a need to balance ECB efforts based on the established 
need of project organizations in the region.   
European Scientific Journal March 2019 edition Vol.15, No.8 ISSN: 1857 – 7881 (Print) e - ISSN 1857- 7431 
198 
The study revealed that these activities were not designed to follow a 
certain model. There is need for studies to be done to establish a more efficient 
model to carry out ECB activities. This would held organizations design and 
plan ECB activities based on both organizational need and a sequence that 
would yield better results.    
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